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Out of the Box:  
CEE and CA Transitions and PA Paradigms
MICHIEL S. DE VRIES
1. Introduction
Research into developments going on in the CEE and CIS region poses an in-
teresting challenge. Not only because it keeps our knowledge updated of what 
is going on in this part of the world, but especially because it has severe conse-
quences for our theoretical understanding of change processes. Existing theories 
are mainly developed by Western scholars (cf. Kotter 1996, Sabatier 2008; Burke 
2010). Public Administration as a scholarly discipline has been, and is still, domi-
nated by Anglo-Saxon and American theorizing with evidence based on and of-
ten even restricted to countries in which data are easily available, e.g. especially 
the US and UK, and the scholars are native-English speakers.
The developments that took place and are still going on in CEE and CIS countries 
could challenge such theories and provide contrary findings. When conducting 
research in this geographic area one could arrive at conclusions that contradict 
the hypotheses compared to those deduced from theories dominant in main-
stream Public Administration. This paper elaborates on this issue by presenting 
data on long-term trends visible in these countries, and relating them to one an-
other and to the theoretical expectations.
This paper concentrates on the effects of governance, which is a crucial theme in 
Public Administration.
Many theories hypothesize that good governance is not just to be seen as a value 
in itself and argue that it also is a necessary condition for socio-economic devel-
opment. Good governance is not a goal, but a means which would ensure the 
creation of institutions that act as safeguards for returns on investment, diminish 
social unrest and diminish public expenditures, especially military expenditures, 
and through those generative mechanisms increase economic growth. Further-
more, the motivation to work and invest would profit from a climate in which 
individual liberties, information exchange and property rights are maximized. 
Although this notion has been disputed, because dictators and authoritarian re-
gimes could be more capable in suppressing social unrest, diminishing public 
expenditures, especially in social areas, and can enforce the savings needed for 
investments, the dominant idea nowadays is that a free economic market sys-
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tem, together with democratic government, is a necessary condition for socio-
economic development (cf. Kurzman et al. 2002).
As this paper will argue, analyzing the developments in CEE and CIS countries 
for the last two decades makes one wonder if this paradigm is corroborated by 
the empirical facts. The underlying research question is what it is that good gov-
ernance can accomplish, whether such effects are related to contextual features 
and what it is in the context that interferes with government’s accomplishments.
Originally this paper had an ambitious aim, namely to analyze the developments 
that took place in Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia and to judge 
the implications thereof for paradigms that dominate in Public Administration. 
Within the framework of a paper and given the preliminary outcomes, the analy-
sis has to be limited. It is acknowledged in advance that much more research than 
presented below is needed. The goal of the paper thus changed into arguing that 
such further analyses can contribute to our understanding of processes of change 
and to make a plea to devote more time and energy to such research.
Its main research question is the following: on a macro level, what has been ac-
complished in CEE and CIS countries during the last two decades, to what extent 
is this the effect of good governance, and what are the main peculiarities that 
could challenge dominant paradigms ?
In order to answer that question this paper will give an overview of the develop-
ments that took place in general statistical terms with regard to good governance, 
economic growth, human development, inequality and stability and point to the 
peculiarities.
The description of the developments is based on international comparative data 
gathered by international organizations such as the UN, the World Bank and 
NGOs such as Freedom House. Combining these data provides some insights in 
the validity of the paradigms dominant in the explanation of transition processes. 
The previous sentence deliberately mentioned the word “some” because the va-
lidity and reliability of the data coming from these international organizations 
may well be disputed (cf. de Vries 2010).
Furthermore, given the problems with the data and the limited number of in-
dependent cases (nation states) the paper will not present advanced methodol-
ogy such as time-series analysis and pooled-regression analysis. The number of 
countries is just too small and the timeframe too short to conduct such analyses. 
However, the limited number of data does enable the search for peculiarities and 
extreme cases, which seem to contradict the expectations derived from popular 
theories.
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This will result in a discussion about the findings at the end of this paper. Before 
we come to that, first a brief discussion is needed about the appropriate aggre-
gation level on which the analyses should take place. Can we see the NISPAcee 
region as one coherent whole, or do we need to distinguish between regions, or 
should we look at an even lower level of aggregation that is the developments of 
nation states as such ?
2. Aggregated and disaggregated developments
The developments that took place in Central and Eastern Europe and Central 
Asia during the last two decades could be seen as one big experiment. For in-
stance the World Bank and UNDP allow users of their database to extract ag-
gregate data for this region as a whole, i.e. “Europe and Central Asia, devel-
oping only”. At first sight there are good reasons to do so. All these countries 
moved from centrally steered economies to free market economies, and all these 
countries departed from communist systems dominated by the Soviet Union 
and moved toward more or less independent democratic countries. From this 
perspective one can witness a transition with huge political, economic and so-
cial consequences for the region as a whole. A tremendous economic growth is 
seen, as GDP per capita increased on average from $18,233 in 1992 to $27,856 in 
2010, an increase of almost 53 %. On average the Human Development Index, a 
UNDP composite index measuring average achievement in three basic dimen-
sions of human development – a long and healthy life, knowledge and a decent 
standard of living – also steadily increased in CEE and CIS countries from 0.64 in 
1980 to 0.68 in 1990 to 0.70 in 2000 and 0.75 in 2010. (http://hdr.undp.org/en/data/
trends/). From an aggregate point of view the developments went smoothly and 
a prosperous transition is seen.
One should again note the small modifying word, that is, “on average”. From a 
disaggregated perspective, variations are seen, pointing to a possible interpre-
tation of the developments in Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia as 
multiple experiments, in which different regions need to be distinguished, such 
as the Baltic States, Central Europe, the Balkans and the CIS countries. There are 
again good reasons to do so, because these regions are different in cultural back-
ground, geographic location, their political (in)stability and, as will be argued, 
trends in good governance.
Seen from such a regional perspective, no one-size-fits-all development is vis-
ible. In some countries there is still a Soviet-style government with a kind of 
superpresidentialism, where reforms mainly pose a paper reality (Turkmenistan, 
Kazakhstan), while in other countries serious reforms have taken place (Baltic 
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States, Central Europe) and in still other regions the transition was delayed be-
cause of internal conflicts (Balkans). As Freedom House puts it on its website: 
“Countries in this region (Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia, MdV) 
range from among the best to among the worst in the world with regard to re-
spect for human rights. Most states in the non-Baltic former Soviet Union rank 
at or near the bottom of Freedom House’s ratings for political rights and civil 
liberties, while the democracies of Central Europe have established institutions 
that generally protect most fundamental rights, despite some recent backsliding. 
Georgia, Ukraine, and most countries in the Balkans fall somewhere in between, 
and need ongoing monitoring to ensure continued democratic progress.” (http://
www.freedomhouse.org/regions/central-and-eastern-europeeurasia)
A third way to analyze the two-decade developments is to see them as 29 dis-
tinct national experiments, in which there are huge differences even within re-
gions with regard to socio-economic and political developments. Trends in, for 
instance, Estonia differ from trends in Lithuania; trends in the Czech Republic 
vary from those in Hungary, trends in Slovenia clearly differ from those in other 
Balkan states, and even in the Central Asian republics huge differences exist, for 
instance with regard to political stability.
From the outside developments within the area and at least within the regions 
are seemingly congruent, just as the Japanese have difficulty to distinguish a 
Swede from an Italian and Europeans have difficulty in distinguishing Korean 
people from the Chinese and Japanese. From an outsider point of view, the com-
munality in developments in CEE and CIS countries is that a lot has changed in 
this region and still is changing. If you as a reader think you are knowledgeable 
about the public sector in some of these countries, because you visited it twenty 
or ten years ago, or even two years ago, you are seriously mistaken, because at 
present things might and do look quite differently.
Viewed from such a point of view, the CEE countries have for the last 20 years 
been a laboratory, an experimental playground out of which a variety of dif-
ferently arranged public-sector models evolved. Such differences are partly ex-
plained by the difference between the 10 central European countries which be-
came a member of the EU in 2004 and the countries that did not acquire that sta-
tus. However, also within what are now EU countries, huge differences are seen. 
Some countries are quite stable, while others are struggling and still others are 
returning to old habits, as seen in the political rights provided and curtailed, but 
also the social and economic rights. Within the non-EU countries there are huge 
differences also: between the Balkan countries and the CIS countries in Central 
Asia, but again also within the Balkans and between countries belonging to the 
112
THE PAST, PRESENT AND THE FUTURE OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE 
PA
RT
 I
|  
SE
CT
IO
N
 A
CIS region. It is not possible to equate Georgia and Ukraine with Kazakhstan and 
Turkmenistan, let alone with Kyrgyzstan. One only needs to compare them on 
the political rights they grant to their inhabitants.
Probably there is no coherent NISPAcee region but in name, and variation is cer-
tainly to be expected. For the scholar such variation is the point of departure for 
conducting research in order to explain this variance, research aimed at confront-
ing theories with realities. The next section will address this by investigating the 
relation between political and civil rights and economic growth.
3. Political rights and economic growth
Figure 1 shows the situation regarding good governance in the CIS countries in 
2010 according to the World Bank on the dimension of voice and accountability. 
This dimension includes a number of indicators measuring various aspects of the 
political process, civil liberties, political and human rights, measuring the extent 
to which citizens of a country are able to participate in the selection of govern-
ments.
The figure shows that democracy is not yet developed to its fullest in the coun-
tries belonging to this region, to put it mildly. The figure also shows that huge 
differences exist, with Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia doing somewhat better, 
Belarus, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan doing somewhat worse, and countries 
like Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and Azerbaijan positioned in between. The 
first conclusion to be drawn from such data is that a lot still needs to change in 
these countries, before they can be seen as real democratic countries. In-depth 
studies on separate countries point to the brutal ways opposition and independ-
ent media are handled and the wide-spread corruption going on. The figure is 
not intended to suggest that being at the top of this ranking implies that there is 
something called democracy. There may be free elections in these countries, but 
the way the opposition is treated still needs to be condemned (cf. Ukraine, where 
it seems to be the custom to put the members of previous governments behind 
bars). In the middle of the ranking, such as in states as Kazakhstan the situation 
is even worse (cf. de Vries and Sobis 2012), and this is certainly the case in the 
countries at the bottom of the ranking, such as Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan (cf. 
Urinboyev 2011).
Up to this normative point, there will not be much discussion. Such discussion 
does arise when investigating the hypothesis that good governance results in 
higher economic growth, because in this something peculiar is seen. The coun-
tries with the worst scores on voice and accountability seem to have had the high-
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Figure 1
Table 1
Economic growth (GDP) in selected CIS Countries (source: World Bank)
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Moldova 6 8 7 7 8 5 3 8 –6 7
Georgia 5 5 11 6 10 9 12 2 –4 6
Ukraine 9 5 9 12 3 7 8 2 –15 4
Kazakhstan 14 10 9 10 10 11 9 3 1 7
Uzbekistan 4 4 4 8 7 7 10 9 8 9
Turkmenistan 20 16 17 17 13 11 12 15 6 9
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est economic growth since the turn of the century. This clearly contradicts the hy-
pothesis that good governance and economic growth go hand in hand. When we 
compare the democracy scores with the economic growth these countries have 
realized, this seriously questions whether the general opinion that good govern-
ance results in higher economic growth also applies to this region (See Table 1).
The highest economic growth rates are found in those CIS countries that have the 
lowest scores on political and civil rights (i.e. Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan), and 
the economies of these countries also seem the most robust, because the growth 
of the Gross Domestic Product hardly suffers from the economic and financial 
crises of 2008.
Although the scores with regard to the indicator on good governance in Central 
European countries belonging to the EU are on average much higher, it does not 
make much sense to equalize the developments taking place in Estonia, Poland, 
the Czech Republic and Slovenia with the developments taking place nowadays 
in Hungary, or to equate the situation in Kosovo and Bosnia with the situation in 
Bulgaria and Romania.
The scores on democracy are given in Figure 2. This figure shows that with re-
gard to voice and accountability Estonia has the highest score in 2010, imme-
diately followed by Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovenia and Hungary. At the 
bottom, the position of Kosovo and Bosnia-Herzegovina is seen, with countries 
like Romania and Croatia positioned in the middle.
Looking at the economic growth in the last decade, however, the economic 
growth in Kosovo is exceptional, with Bulgaria doing very well and Estonia do-
ing well in times of prosperity, but having an economy that is hardly robust 
against economic crises (see Table 2).
Table 2
Economic growth in selected Central European countries (source: World Bank)
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Bulgaria 4 5 6 7 6 7 6 6 –6 0
Kosovo 27 –1 5 3 4 6 6 7 3 4
Bosnia-
Herzegovina 4 5 4 6 5 6 7 5 –3 1
Romania 6 5 5 8 4 8 6 9 –8 1
Poland 1 1 4 5 4 6 7 5 2 4
Estonia 9 8 8 7 9 11 7 –5 –14 3
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Figure 2
Although the assumed positive relationship between democratic governance and 
economic growth seems more plausible in these countries, this is mainly due to 
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the rapid economic growth seen only in Estonia. In Poland, having an almost 
equal score on democracy, the economic growth is not exceeding the growth in 
countries scoring far worse on governance. Even Bulgaria and Kosovo experi-
ence at least as good economic growth in the latter part of the first decade in the 
new millennium. Furthermore, the country seen as most democratic (Estonia) 
also seems to be the most vulnerable for economic crises (see the huge negative 
growth in 2009).
In general a small but still positive correlation exists for all CEE and CA coun-
tries between economic growth and good governance in times of worldwide 
economic prosperity, but this relation reverses in a negative relation in times of 
economic crisis (after 2008). In the latter case good governance seems to be bad 
for economic growth.
The suggestion is not, in a Hobbesian tradition that one needs to make a plea 
for a Leviathan, or to say that a tradeoff exists between good governance and 
economic growth (cf. Rao 1984; Haggard 1990; Hewlett 1980) or that in order to 
develop economically autocratic government is to be preferred. This is only the 
implication of these outcomes if one sees good governance just as a means and 
not as a goal in itself.
The developments in Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS countries point to 
the fact that the relationship is more complicated than the simple “good govern-
ance results in economic growth” paradigm suggests, making in-depth research 
into the developments taking place in these countries all the more necessary. 
Such research could result in the conclusion that the figures of the international 
organizations are not as valid as presumed (cf. de Vries 2010). It could also result 
in the conclusion that there are generative mechanisms which impact on the bi-
variate relationship between good governance and economic growth that are yet 
unknown. Such research could even point to the existence of an inverted-U rela-
tionship, in which authoritarian as well as real-democratic regimes do promote 
economic growth, and that especially the states in the middle are confronted with 
severe difficulties in accomplishing economic growth (cf. Muller 1985, Kurzman 
et al. 2002), or that good governance works well in times of prosperity, but has 
opposite effects in times of economic crises.
4. Path dependencies, the transition to the free market economy 
and prosperity
Another popular theory lies in neo-institutional reasoning and especially the 
path-dependency theory within this field (Krasner 1988). The general idea is that 
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a specific combination of actors and contexts – in which the context is defined 
in terms of institutions – results in specific outcomes. Within such reasoning 
path-dependency theory has a central place, arguing that institutional settings 
as built in the past have a persistent impact on the institutions as they will be 
built and hence determine the outcomes for a long time: “choices made when 
an institution is being formed, or when a policy is being initiated, will have a 
continuing and largely determining influence … far into the future” (Peters 1999, 
63). Adrian Kay argued: “it [path-dependency theory, MdV] does not provide a 
general list of variables that can be used to organize ‘diagnostic and prescriptive 
inquiry’; nor does it provide hypotheses about specific links between variables 
or particular parameters of those links. Instead, path dependency is an empirical 
category, an organizing concept which can be used to label a certain type of tem-
poral process. The application of this label to a phenomenon is a form of explana-
tion; it competes with alternatives – such as the particular political circumstances 
pertaining at different times – to provide the best explanation of that phenom-
enon.” (Kay 2005, 554). Path-dependency theories are about the inevitability of 
constrained, limited change, because of the existing institutions, which are them-
selves path-dependent. This refers to macro-level institutions, such as the type of 
regime and the constitution, the meso level with its rules concerning collective-
choice decision-making and micro-level institutions, regulating individual and 
operational decisions. The lasting influence of institutions can be understood by 
pointing to the commitments induced by institution-building, and the resulting 
predictability of choices; the short-term time horizons of politicians unable to 
tackle the existing institutions; the increasing return on investments, and lock-in 
effects of change-resistant institutions once established (Pierson 2000). Therefore, 
this theory predicts that most changes are not radical changes and stay within 
the boundaries set by the institutions and that only severe external shocks can 
change the paths.
The basic question is whether path dependency can explain the developments 
that occurred in CEE countries and Central Asia during their transformation. In 
order to examine this question, this paper proceeds as follows. It concentrates 
on outcomes, in this case human development and income inequality. It does 
so, because the region was rather homogeneous in these respects at the start of 
its transformation. The starting point was rather similar for most countries. Tak-
ing path-dependency theory seriously one would expect that the developments 
within the region would be similar, too. Below an empirical analysis is presented 
which argues rather differently. In some aspects an increasing divergence be-
tween the countries involved is seen.
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For instance, as argued in the previous section, growth in GDP per capita in the 
region was visible, at least until 2008. However, not everyone made profit from 
this increase to the same degree. When looking at the income share in GDP of the 
lowest 10 % of the population, they got an average 4.57 % of the national income 
at the beginning of the 1990s. In this case there were hardly significant differ-
ences between the countries. Whether looking at Lithuania or Kazakhstan, the 
income share of the 10 % of the people with the lowest incomes was almost the 
same everywhere. In 2008 their share had on average gone down to 3.33 % of the 
national income, however with large differences between countries. In Russia, 
Kyrgyzstan and Lithuania the share in income of the lowest 10 % of the popula-
tion dropped to 2.53 – 2.63 %, while the share remained above 4 % in countries 
like Kazakhstan, Ukraine and the Slovak Republic.
As for the richest 10 % an opposite trend was visible. Before the fall of the Berlin 
Wall they got on average around 20 % of the national income, again with hardly 
any variance between countries. Around 2008, just before the crisis, their share 
had increased to over one-third of the national income in some of the countries 
and on average their share of the national income went up by 7 points, however 
again with huge variation between countries. The standard deviation was 0.95 in 
the early 1990s while it equals 3.1 around 2010. The increase in their share was 
especially visible during the first 10 years of the transition (1990s) and was espe-
cially large in countries like Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia, Bul-
garia, Estonia, Georgia, Moldova, Slovenia, and Tajikistan, while the inequality 
increase was much less in countries like, Latvia, Montenegro, Romania, Russia, 
Serbia, Slovakia, and Turkmenistan.
Something similar goes, inter alia, for the human development in the countries 
involved. This index is a composite of life expectancy, education and standards 
of living. Also in this regard we see a starting point in which the situation is 
rather similar for the Central and Eastern European countries and on a somewhat 
lower level for the Central Asian countries, but we also see huge differences in 
progress toward the situation in 2010.
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Table 3
Income share of richest 10 % of population
Country 1987 – 1989 2000 – 2001 2006 – 2008
Albania 19.5 30.4 34.5
Armenia 27.5 33.4
Azerbaijan 31.6 30
Belarus 19 25.2 29.1
Bosnia-Herzegovina 22.6 29
Bulgaria 18.7 28.2 27.9
Croatia 21.3 25 27.9
Czech Republic 19.5 24.6 27.5
Estonia 19.9 30.6 27.4
Georgia 29.7 27.4
Hungary 22.8 27.3
Kazakhstan 21.3 25.8 26.9
Kyrgyz Republic 19.2 23.8 25.6
Latvia 20.3 22.2 25.4
Macedonia, FYR 20.4 31.5 25.2
Moldova 29.7 24.6
Montenegro 18.1 24.3
Romania 19.5 22.8 23.9
Russian Federation 26.3 23.5
Serbia 19.2 24.3 23.1
Slovak Republic 20 25.9 22.2
Tajikistan 18.4 28.9
Turkmenistan 20.4 23.1
Uzbekistan 20.9 28.2
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Table 4
Trends in human development
HDI Rank Country 1990 1995 2000 2010
21 Slovenia 0.759 0.805 0.882
27 Czech Republic 0.788 0.816 0.863
34 Estonia 0.717 0.716 0.776 0.832
35 Slovakia 0.747 0.752 0.779 0.832
38 Hungary 0.706 0.737 0.775 0.814
39 Poland 0.727 0.770 0.811
40 Lithuania 0.696 0.749 0.805
43 Latvia 0.693 0.673 0.732 0.802
46 Croatia 0.713 0.748 0.794
50 Romania 0.700 0.687 0.704 0.779
55 Bulgaria 0.698 0.698 0.715 0.768
59 Serbia 0.719 0.764
66 Russian Federation 0.675 0.691 0.751
68 Kazakhstan 0.636 0.657 0.740
70 Albania 0.656 0.651 0.691 0.737
76 Ukraine 0.707 0.665 0.669 0.725
86 Armenia 0.595 0.643 0.714
111 Moldova (Republic of) 0.584 0.586 0.644
126 Kyrgyzstan 0.545 0.577 0.611
127 Tajikistan 0.528 0.527 0.604
Slovenia made the fastest jump, while the situation in Central Asian countries 
hardly improved in this respect. Almost all of the latter countries still have an 
HDI lower than 0.75, while 9 out of the 10 new EU members now have an HDI 
higher than 0.80 (The exception being Bulgaria). Here we do see the usual re-
gional divisions with the Baltic and Central European countries on top, most of 
the Balkan countries in the middle and most of the Central Asian countries at the 
bottom of the ranking. This is peculiar. Why would the distinguished regions be 
internally coherent according to their human development and even with regard 
to the positive development therein, while being internally so diverse in terms of 
economic growth and income inequality and the developments therein ?
It can be doubted whether path-dependency theories could predict the increased 
diversity regarding income inequality. Perhaps it could explain the trends in 
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human development, that is, the substantive output of government in terms of 
health, education and standards of living. The correlation between good govern-
ance, in terms of voice and accountability, and the Human Development Index is 
indeed very high (Spearman’s Rho = 0.88, p<.000). Hence, good governance can 
be seen as being responsible for good living.
However, not so for income inequality, which pushes the question what it could 
be in the institutions that has resulted in such diversity among nations in this 
part of the world. What made income inequality in the Slovak Republic stable, 
while it increased so much in the Czech Republic, and why has the GINI-index 
in Albania exploded, while remaining relatively stable in neighboring Montene-
gro, and how to explain the different paths seen in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and 
Turkmenistan in this respect ?
It takes in-depth research to find out what exactly has happened in those coun-
tries. In this paper it is only possible to find a general explanation. This explana-
tion could be found in the political stability of the countries involved. A simple 
correlation points to the fact that political stability is the only WGI indicator, 
being significantly associated with income inequality (Spearman’s Rho = –0.33). 
Political institutions vary in the way they take care of health, education and 
standards of living, but income inequality (the share of the poorest 10 %) goes 
hand in hand with political instability, although it is uncertain what determines 
what. Political stability might well be seen as the consequence of limited in-
come inequality.
This outcome is rather different and results in a more informative hypothesis 
than the one derived from the theory of path dependency. Income inequality 
as an outcome of transition processes is most strongly related to the stability 
of the political system and the absence of political violence and terrorism. That 
outcome is not exactly what the path-dependency theory would suggest. Path 
dependency claims to be an alternative for such contingency factors and empha-
sizes government effectiveness and rule of law as the most encompassing insti-
tutions. However, according to this investigation these factors have much less 
explanatory power.
5. Discussion
This paper discussed developments within CEE countries and Central Asian 
countries as they evolved during the last two decades. These countries came out 
of the box in the early 1990s and since then have done rather well. Incomes in-
creased, vast economic growth was visible, and the prosperity of the populations 
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went up as indicated by the development of the human development in these 
countries (health, education and standard of living).
However, differences in development are also seen between regions and espe-
cially between countries. In fact the comparative data from the World Bank, the 
UN and NGOs show huge variation in development. One can doubt whether 
there still is a single region now covered for 20 years by NISPAcee. The first 
section of this paper mentioned that the aim of this paper was to analyze the 
developments that took place and judge the implications thereof for paradigms 
being dominant nowadays in Public Administration. We especially investigated 
the extent to which path-dependency theory could be corroborated and whether 
the developments in this “region” reflect the widely supported claim that good 
governance results in economic growth.
The paper did not present advanced statistical methods using pooled-regres-
sion analysis or time-series analysis. With only 29 countries in the region this 
would not result in reliable outcomes. Instead we looked at the raw figures, with 
sometimes a correlation coefficient, and argued that during the last two decades 
the countries grew apart, even within regions which are at first sight coherent 
and at the start of the transition indeed were similar. This increasing variation 
was seen in the development of what is called “good governance”, economic 
growth, income inequality and human development. It is not easy to explain 
these increasing differences between countries, which started off from a relative-
ly similar position. The variance in economic growth can hardly be explained 
by a corresponding variance in the level of good governance in these countries. 
Bad governance seems to do as good as, and in times of economic crisis even 
better than, good governance. The increasing variance in outcomes is also not 
well covered by the popular theory on path dependency in which the lasting ef-
fect of institution building is seen as the determining factor. Especially income 
inequality seems to be much stronger related to something more basic, that is 
political stability and the absence of violence and terrorism. Neo-institutionalists 
could of course explain the occurrence of such violence by the absence of proper 
institutions, but the fact is that the context, outside factors, not under the control 
of the state, seems to have more explanatory power than the actions taken by the 
governments themselves and the institution-building. Institution-building does 
have an effect on government outlays, such as health, education and standards of 
living, summarized in the Human Development Index.
Hence, the outcomes, based on this investigation into developments taking place 
in this part of the world, do not refute the theories, nor did it aim to do so, but 
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specify them. It argues that context does matter and that the countries in the CEE 
and CA area have a very specific context.
Such outcomes beg for further research. Perhaps that is the main message of this 
paper. Conducting comparative research into the developments taking place in 
this region – these regions – is not only fun to do, but more importantly, neces-
sary in order to test, fine-tune and develop theories about social change, public-
sector change and transitions in general.
The contents of this paper argue that the existing frames are just not good enough 
and do not yet grasp the crucial factors in transition processes. Too often the the-
ories are based on analyses in Anglo-Saxon countries, which may have resulted 
in biases, neglect and shortcomings. The conclusions of such research could also 
tell us that outside organizations, that is the World Bank, the EU and the IMF, can 
make all the comparisons they want and provide all kinds of figures and stats, 
but might still miss the point of what is crucial in the different regions in CEE and 
Central Asia and in the countries within each of these regions.
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